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Federal aqencies use technical assistance to help State
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they receive through Federal aid programs. chnical assistance
includes in*.roducing new materials and tech. ques, offering
innovative approaches to management, and demonstrating bays vu
improve services to citizens. Findings/ConclJsions: Re-jcnses
to a questi.onnaire sent to State and randomly selected local
officials indicated that those who received relatively large
amounts of Federal technical assistarce saw a need tor more
assistance, although an overwhelming majority neither received
nor felt they needed much technical assistance from the federal
level. The Federal Government must overcome several imsieieent-
it it is to become a more effective fartfer in helping to meet
the technical assistance needs of the State and local sectcrs.
One of the key concerns of State and clcal cfficials is a
reluctance to become involved with the Federal level because of
complexities and regulatory problems associated with Federal
assistance. The questionnaire respcnses indicated that tew
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FOREWORD

Since the late 1960s, the Federal Government has relied
more on State and local governments to manage Federal programs
partially because of demands by State and local officials
for increased responsibility and control over those affaiLs
that affect their governments. General revenue sharing,
block grants, and the creation of regional administrative
bodies are the framework of the Federal focus on local de-
ci. ionmaking.

The move to increase State and local gcvernment author-
ity and responsibility in administering Fedeial programs has
caused these levels of government to be more interesLed in
the quality of program management. Many arcue that the Fed-
eral Government is now more responsible for assuring that
State and local governments effectively manage the vast sums
of money received through Federal aid--estimited at $80.3
billion in fiscal year 1970.

Federal technical .ssistance is one method of fulfilling
this responsibility without direct Federal control. The main
purpose of Federal technical assistance is to improve the
capability of State and local governments to manage their
programs and those of the Federal Government. Technical
assistance includes introducing new materials and techniques,
offering innovative approaches to management, and demonstrat-
ing ways to improve services to citizens.

As part of our continuing assessment of how responsive
the Federal assistance system is to the needs and views of
State and local government, we studied the technical assist-
ance needs of the State/local sector. This report discusses
the needs identified by cfficials representing 367 State
and local governments, who completed a total of 1,173 ques-tionnaires. This wide cross-section of views and opinions
on the adequacy and availability of Federal and non-Federal
technical assistanct can help improve Federal technical assist-
ance activities,.



Overall, State and local officials gave a mixed evalua-
tion of Federal efforts. On the positive side, those who
received relatively large amounts of Federal technical asslst-
ance saw a need for more assistance. On the negative side,
an ovorwhelming majority neither received nor felt they
needed much technical assistance from the Federal level.

The Federal Government must overcome sev.ral impediments
If it is to become a more effective partner in helping to
meet technical assistance needs of the State/local sector.
rOne of the key concerns of State and local officials is a
reluctance to become involved with the Fe,.eral level because
of complexities and regulatory problems associated with Fed-
eral assistance. The planning director of a large county
expressed the attitude, and that: of several other officials
with whom we spoke, that he did nc¢, believe the Federal
Governmaent could manage its own programs well enough to
provide management assistance tc others.

The responses indicate that few States and localities
actively seek technical assistance or take advantage of the
many available sources of technical assistance. The conclu-
sion of an earlier study that governments tend to rely on
their own staffs to provide needed assistance was confirmed
by our study.

Our study- indicated that State and local officials con-
tact State agencies more often than any other outside organiza-
tion or government level to help satisfy their technical ass;st-
ance needs. Local officials preferred State over Federal
agencies because dealing with their States presented fewer
problems and required less paperwork.

Despite numerous complaints about the difficulties en-
countered in applying for and receiving Federal assistance,
a slight majority of the respondents believed the assistance
they receive from the Federal level adequately meets their
needs. Larger jurisdictions received more Federal technical
assistance than the smaller jurisdictions and generally ex-
pressed a need for more Federal assistance than they presently
receive. While this response is encouraging, it may only
indicate that larger jurisdictions have developed an institu-
tional capacity to cope with the "redtape" associated with
Federal assistance.



State and local officials, particularly those from
smaller jurisdictions, indicated a limited awareness of Fed-
eral assistance programs. Better information on available
Federal assistance surfaced as one of the major needs of
State and local governments. This response confirms the
need for the recently passed Federal Program Information
Act (Public Law 95-220, Dec. 28, 1977) &nd underscores the
importance of effective and aggressive implementation of
the information system called for under the act. The act
requires developing a source of timely information concerning
all Federal domestic assistance programs so that State and
local governments can readily identify those programs they
need.

We believe this study will be useful to Federal, State,
and local governments, regional planning agencies, State/
local associations, and others attempting to develop and
improve technical assistance programs for State and local
governments.

Sincerely yours,

Victor L. Lowe, Director
General Government Division
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Federal financial assistance to State and local govern-
ments has increased substantially since 1960. Financial
assistance--provided through various grant-in-aid programs--
is estimated to total $80.3 billion in fiscal year 1978, as
compared to $7 billion in 1960. Federal grants will finance
about 27 percent of State and local expenditures in 1978.

The Federal Government has enacted new approaches to
provide financial assistance, through the use of block grants
and revenue sharing. Block grants, as compared to categorical
grants, are awarded for broadly defined purposes. Revenue
sharing funds are awarded with minimal Federal restrictions,
and State and local governments have wide discretion in their
use.

The changing nature of Federal assistance, including the
emphasis on giving State and local goverments greater responsi-
bility, has stimulated interest in the ability of State and
local governments to plan and direct programs on a long-term
basis for the needs of their particular jurisdictions. To
improve the management of Federal programs at State and local
government levels, the Federal Government provides technical
assistance aimed at improving the effectiveness of federally
assisted programs and at increasing the overall planning
and management capabilities of State and local governments.
Federal technical assistance is provided through funds, in-
formation, training, personnel exchange, and other means.

To study the responsiveness of the Federal assistance
system, we reviewed the technical assistance needs of State
and local governments. We sent questionnaires to all States
and to a random sample of cities, counties, and townships.
This study discusses needs the respondents identified, as
well as their opinions on the adequacy and availability of
Federal and non-Federal technical assistance.

WHAT IS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE?

There are many definitions of technical assistance. An
Office of Mana, ement and Budget Study Committee on Policy
Management Assistance defined it as:

"A term used to refer to programs, activities,
and servic.e provided by the Federal Government-,
a Public Interest group, or another Third
Party to strengthen the capacity of recipients
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to improve their performance with Respect to
an inherent or assigned function. The delivery
of technical assistance requires serving one
or more of three functions: (1) transferring
information, (2) developing skills, and (3)
developing and transferring products."

One study of Federal technical assistance programs
found that the majority of programs (over 95 percent measured
by Federal dollar investments) are within functional program
categories. They are admninistered by individual agencies
and are designed almost exclusively to strengthen the capa-
city of State and local governments' management and delivery
of specific Federal programs.

To ensure uniformity of terms in our review, we cate-
gorized technical assistance into general management assist-
ance, functional assistance, and technology transfer or
sharing.

General management assistance

General management assistance is directed toward strength-
ening the capability of State and local management officials to
plan, implement, manage, and evaluate policies, strategies,
and programs for a general purpose government. This is some-
times termed "capacity building."

An examwple of a Federal technical assistance program
within the definition of general management assistance is
the Department of Housing a:nd Urban Development's (HUD's) Com-
prehensive Planning Assistance Program. Under this program,
grants are given to support a broad range of planning and
management activities, including :omprehensive planning, de-
veloping, and improving managemert capacity for plan implemen-
tation and development.

Functional assistance

Functional assistance is the provision of (1) management
services and/or (2) technical services in support of specific
Federal or non-Federal programs, projects, or functional
operations.

Examples of the two classes of functional assistance
within the framework of our definition are:
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1. Management services - The Environmental Protection
Agency's solid waste disposal planning program to
assist State, interstate, municipal, and inter-
municipal agencies and organizations in developing
plans and programs leading to solving solid waste
management problems.

2. Technical services - The Environmental Protection
Agency's solid waste disposal demonstration pro-
gram to (1) promote the demonstration and applica-
tion of solid waste management and resource re-
covery systems which preserve and enhance the
quality of air, water, and land resources and (2)
conduct solid waste management and resource re-
covery studies, investigations, and surveys.

Many of the same functions performed under functional
assistance also apply to general management assistance. The
difference between the two is that functional assistance
provides support for executing specific programs or functional
operations. General management assistance, in contrast, pro-
vides overall support in planning, implementing, managing,
and evaluating all policies and programs.

Technology transfer or sharing

Technology transfer or sharing is a key element in apply-
ing research and development to the wide range of domestic
problems. It is the process by which existing research know-
ledge is transferred operationally into useful processes,
products, or programs that fulfill actual or potential public
or private needs.

In our definition, technology transfer or sharing means
dissemination of and assistance in making use of technolog-
ical advances.

An example of a Federal technical assistance program
within the above definition is the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration's technology utilization program.
This program is designed to ensure that many of the develop-
ments resulting from Government-sponsored aerospace researcn
and development are made available to the maximum extent
possible for the Nation's benefit.
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WHY IS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED?

State and local government officials are being pressured
by many forces. Constituents are demanding lowered taxesand increased Government services, while at the same time,
inflation is reducing the buying power of city and countybudgets. Many citizens prefer to see their taxes used forimmediate physical improvements, such as a new fire stationor public park, rather than the less obvious benefits derived
from hiring a capable city planner. This preference ofteninhibits elected officials from attempting to improve man-agement operations and to more efficiently use taxpayers'
money in the long run.

Federal legislation, such as the Clean Air Act Amend-ments of 1970, the Environmental Pesticide Control Act of1972, and the Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Act of1974, have mad(! the States primarily responsible for im-plementing the acts' provisions. State and local govern-
ments are also being pressed by their constituents to setup comprrhensive programs in environmental management, publicsafety, energy conservation, water quality, and other complexareas. Expertise in these areas is often limited and thegovernments must, in many cases, rely on external sourcesfor assistance. Many State and local governments are tech-nically unable or lack resources to handle these demands.
Federal agencies, along with consultants, colleges and un-iversities, public interest groups, and others, provide per-manent or temporary technical assistance to try to improvegovernment officials' abilities to cope with these problems.

In view of expanding State and local government responsi-bilities in delivering Federal programs, our study was directedat assessing the availability and the additional need forFederal technical assistance.

STUDIES SHOW THAT STATE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
NEED TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Many studies have been conducted on the technical assist-tance needs of State and local governments. These studies
have focused on (1) a single type of technical assistance,(2) technical assistance needs in regional sections of theUnited States, or (3) technical assistance needs for aspecific grant program. The studies have generally concludedthat State and local governments need technical assistance.
Findings from two such studies are summarized below.
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Office of Management and Budget's
Study Committee on Policy Manage-
ment Assistance

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) began aninteragency study committee to examine policy managementassistance--one type of assistance within our definition ofgeneral management assistance. The committee's objectiveswere (1) to perform an inventory of Federal objectives,policies, and programs tht directly or indirectly relate
to the policy management capacity of State and local govern-ments and assess their impact on the policy development and
service delivery capacity of State and local governments and(2) to identify the needs of State and local governments inthe policy management area and assess the adequacy of theFederal Government's resources that have a bearing on thoseneeds.

The study committee concluded that State and local of-ficials are facing the difficult challenge of integrating
complex programs, fiscal sources, and administrative en-tities into a package of services designed to meet the
special needs of their jurisdictions. This integrationrequires need analysis, goal setting, long-term planning,and evaluation, which are beyond the management capacity ofmany local governments and State agencies.

Southeastern Federal Regional Council's
report on the Federal role in technical
assistance

The Sotheastern Federal Regional Council commissionedGeorgia State University's Institute of Governmental Admin-istration to study the technical assistance needs of the
eight southeastern States. The purposes of the study wereto isolate technical assistance needs as perceived by localofficials; identify current sources of such assistance; a.nddetermine preferences of these officials regarding possiblefuture activities.

The study findings indicated that Federal technicalassistance to local governments is still in a beginning
stage. At the State level, the major technical assistance
effort is usually coordinated through sub-State planningand development agencies or districts, with little directassistance provided to local governments. Only 13.5 percentof the respondents considered Federal agencies as one of thethree primary sources of technical assistance; 38 percent
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thought the same of State agencies. Local officials identified
planning, training for local staff, and management as their
most important needs.

SCOPE Of' REVIEW

We sent questionnaires to the executive and legislative
branches of all States, to PuerCo Rico and Guam, and to a
randomily selected sample of 495 cities, counties, and town-
ships that received revenue s:haring funds in fiscal year
1976. A copy of the questionnaire we used is in appendix I.
The cities and counties selected were divided into two
groups: under 100,000 population and over 100,000 population.
Therefore, we dealt with five nonproportional sample sizes
in addition to the two State categories. Each jurisdiction
was sent multiple copies of the questionnaire and was asked
to distribute them to functional departments. A total of
367 jurisdictions responded for an overall response rate of
61 percent. Response rates by type and size jurisdiction
are shown below.

Number of Per-
responding centage

Jurisdiction Universe Sample juris- response
size size size dictions rates

States--executive
branch (note a) 52 52 40 76.9

States--legislative
branch 50 50 20 40.0

Cities over
100,000 154 57 49 86.0

Cities under
100,000 18,519 144 81 56.3

Counties over
100,000 333 76 52 68.4

Counties under
100,000 2,713 100 47 47.0

Townships 16,976 118 78 66.1

Total 38,797 597 367 61.5

a/ Includes Guam and Puerto Rico.

Mailing and collection of questionnaires was completed
during 1976. The 367 jurisdictions returned 1,173 question-
naires; the results were computer tabulated. Multiple de-
par.ment responses (more than one response from a department
witnin a jurisdiction) were weighted so that their total
value would equal another jurisdiction's single departmental
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response. However, we did not weigh for variations in the
number o' departments responding among the sampled jurisdic-
tions. As a result, she jurisdictional groupings developed
for analysis d.d not represent the universe of governments,
but only those States and localities which responded to our
questionnaire. After weighting, there were 968 possible
observations per question or question segment. The following
table illustrates the response by size jurisdiction.

Weighted Response by Jurisdiction Size

Number of
weighted Percentage

Jurisdiction size observations of total

States--executive branch 222 22.9
States--legislative branch 27 2.8
Cities over 100,000 people 227 23.5
Cities under 100,000 people 101 10.4
Counties over 100,000 people 200 20.7
Counties under 100,000
people 114 11.8

Townships 77 7.9

Total 968 100.0

The 968 weighted observations (referred to as "respondents"
throughout the report) covered the following functional de-
pnrtments:
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Number of Percentage
Functional department observations of total

Administration 66 6.8
Finance 84 8.7
Health 92 9.5
Education 48 4.9
Human Resources 66 6.8
Agriculture 48 4.9
Transportation 62 6.4
Recreation 62 6.4
Housing/Urban Affairs 31 3.2
Environment 17 1.8
Public Safety 88 9.1
Community/Economic
Development 61 6.3

Planning 51 5.3
Public Works 55 5.7
Commerce 4 0.4
Single response jur-

isdictions (note a) 109 11.3
Legislatures 23 2.4
Other 1 0.1

Total 968 100.0

a/Rerers to those jurisdictions which submitted a single
questionnaire, completed by a city manager, for example,
with an overview of the local government. Such responses
were generally from small cities and counties or townships.

As can De seen in the above table, the weighted responses
are, with a few exceptions, fairly 3venly distributed
throughout functional departments.

Interview followup

We interviewed 53 State and local government officials
who either completed the questionnaire or represented ques-
tionnaire respondents. We discussed results of the question-
naire with officials of 11 Federal agencies or offices, 1/

l/OM3; Department of Agriculture; the Office of Education and
Public Health Service of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare; HUD: Civil Service Commission; the Employment
and Training Administration of the Department of Labor; the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the Department
of Justice; the Federal Highway Administration and Urban
Mass Transportation Administration of the Department of
Transportation; and the Economic Development Administration
of the Department of Commerce.
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the New England and the Southeastern Federal Regional
Councils, and with representatives of the following public
interest groups: the Council of State Community Affairs
Agencies, Council of State Governments, International City
Management Association, National Association of Counties,
National Conference of State Legislatures, National Govern-
ors' Association, and National League of Cities.

9



CHAPTER 2

THE STATE/LOCAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE

NEED FOR FEDERAL TECPNICAL ASSISTANCE

A significant segment of the State and local sector
sees a need for additional Federal technical assistance,
even though a n'ajority of the questionnaire respondents re-
ported that they neitIer received nor needed much technical
assistance from the Federal l4evel. One of the major con-
cerns of State and local off; 1s is reluctance to get
involved with the Federal C, ment because of the cow-
plexities and regulatory problems associated with Federal
assistance.

The larger jurisdictions--State executive departments
and cities and counties with populations over 100,000--
tended to receive more Federal technical assistance and
indicated a need for significantly more assistance than did
other jurisdictions. This difference may be attributed to
the volume of demand for services by their constituents, as
well as more sophisticated lines of communication between
larger jurisdictions and their funding sources at the Fed-
eral level. Such a pattern might further account for the
need expressed by many respondents for more infcrmation on
available Federal services. Also: the responses seem to
indicate a need for the Federal Government to mount a more
aggressive effort to advise State and local governments, par-
ticularly smaller jurisdictions, on the assistance available.
However, the response of those receiving Federal assistance
suggests that they are sufficiently satisfied to want more
assistance.

Those respondents expressing a need for more assistance
showed a preference for furctional assistance and technology
transfer/sharing over general management assistance. Improve-
ments in Federal grants delivery and information on Federal
grants surfaced as the most frequently identified specific
technical assistance needs.

HOW MUCH FEDERAL TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE IS RECEIVED?

Only one-fifth (19.7 percent) of the respondents received
what they considered a very great, considerable, or moderate
amount of technical assistance from the Federal level. Most
State and local officials--50 percent of the respondents--
reported receiving little or no assistance, 19.4 percent
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reported receiving some assistance, and 10.9 percent had no
basis to judge. (See table 1, p. 12.) There were, however,
wide variations in the amount of assistance received among
the three types of technical assistance defined in our study.

General management assistance

Although there was a high response rate to our question
on general management assistance--that designed to improve
jurisdiction-wide management capabilities--only 11.5 percent
of the respondents indicated receiving at least a moderate
amount of such assistance from the Federal level; 13 percent
responded that they had no basis co judge; while 59.5 percent
received little or none. (See table 1, p. 12.)

About 22 percent of the respondents from State execu-
tise departments reported receiving very great to moderate
amounts of general management assistance, far exceeding the
level of receipt reported by other groups. For example, only
1.7 percent of respondents from State legislatures, 4.1 per-
cent from cities with populations less than 100,000, and
2.2 percent from townships received what they considered as
at least moderate amounts of general management assistance.
Of all respondents who reported receiving very great to
moderate amounts of general management assistance, over
one-half considered the amount received to oe only moderate.
(See table 2, p. 13.)

Functional assistance

Considering that most Federal grant programs are highly
functionally oriented, it is not surprising that respondents
indicated that most Federal technical assistance received is
related to functional programs and in the form of information
and Federal staff assistance. A total of 27.6 percent of
the respondents received what they considered very great to
-moderate amounts of functional technical assistance. Even
of these, over one-half considered their receipt as only
moderate. Approximately 42 percent of the respondents re-
ported receiving little or no functional assistance. Tech-
nical services received considerably more attention from our
respondents than did the management-related functional
assistance. (See table 1, p. 12.)
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The majority of Federal grant funds going to the State/
local sector either go to or flow through State governments,
and, as could be expected, State executive departments re-
ported receiving more functional assistance than any other
group. About 44 percent of State executive department re-
sponses indicated receiving very great to moderate amounts of
functional assistance from the Federal level, while townships,
with 9.4 percent, were at the other end of the spectrum. (See
table 3, p. 15.)

Technology transfer/sharing

Approximately 22 percent of the respondents reported
receiving very great to moderate amounts of technology
transfer/sharing from the Federal Government, while 22 per-
cent received some and 45.3 percent little or none. Again,
however, over one-half of those indicating very great to
moderate receipt of technology transfer/sharing saw it as
only moderate. (See table 1, p. 12.)

As with general management and functional assistance,
respondents from State executive departments reported receiv-
ing larger amounts of technology transfer/sharing assistance
than other groups. About 38 percent of State executive de-
partment respondents indicated they received very great to
moderate amounts of such assistance. In contrast, only 6,
9.2, and 7.5 percent of the respondents from State legisla-
tures, cities with populations less than 100,000, and town-
ships, respectively, reported such levels of receipt. Sur-
prisingly, counties with populations less than 100,000 indi-
cated they received as much technology transfer/sharing as
the larger counties. However, over 67 p zcent of the tech-
nology transfer/sharing received by the urisdictions was of
a less than moderate amount. (See table L, p. 16.)

IS ADDITIONAL FEDEPAI TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE NEEDED?

The questionnaire asked State and local officials to
indicate whether the)y needed additional Federal technical
assistance over and above the amounts presently received.
The most striking observation from our analysis was that only
5.1 percent of the respondents reported having a very great
need for additional technical assistance. Indeed, a majority
saw little need for additional Federal technical assistance.
However, it is significant that 39.1 percent of the respond-
ents indicated a need for at least moderate amounts of addi-
tional Federal technical assistance.
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Most requests for relatively large (very great to

moderate) amounts of additional assistance came from those
who were already receiving relatively large amounts of

assistance. Generally, respondents who received relatively

small amounts of technical assistance saw themselves needing

only similar amounts of additional assistance.

General management assistance

About 30 percent of all respondents indicated they had

a very great to moderate need for additional general manage-

ment assistance from the Federal level, 60 percent had some,

little, or no need, and 10 percent had no basis to judge.

Over one-half of the 30 percent who had very great to moderate

additional need wanted a moderate amount of need. (See table
5, p. 18.)

Respondents from State executive departments, who re-

ported receiving more general management assistance than any

other group, also were more interested in additional assist-

ance. A total of 37.7 percent of the respondents from State

executive departments expressed a need for at least moderate

amounts of additional general management assistance. Respond-

ents from cities, both large and small, and from large

counties, also were more interested in additional general

management assistance than State legislatures, counties

with populations less than 100,000, or townships. (See

table 6, p. 19.)

Overall, however, respondents expressed less need for

additional general management assistance than for the other

two types of technical assistance.

Functional assistance

About 44 percent of the respondents indicated a very

great to moderate need for additional functional assist-

ance from the Federal level. Over one-half of these respon-

dents reported this need to be moderate. (See table 5,

p. 18.)

Again there was a clear correlation between reported

need and jurisdiction size. The respondents from State

executive departments and large cities and counties indicated

more need for additional functional assistance than did

State legislatures, smaller cities and counties, and town-

ships. (See table 7, p. 20.)
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